July 27, 1971 


Dear Harold, 

Thanks for your mailings of July 14, 18, and 23. 

Your 7/S commented on my 7/2 to Mitchell re all the FBI's &sx± Oswald 
files. I agree that it would be a rislqy suit, and I am inclined to file 
the others first and push this in other ways before filing, if i I decide to 
carry it further. As you point out, the official interpretation of the Clark 
order is different from ours. I am aware that this is subject to various 
readings, and I am prepared to argue the meaning of "subject to this notice " 
on their own - that it, strictly legalistic and formal - terms. The real 
issue is that Clark had no idea that so much had been withheld from the WC, 
and if his order was written to cover, e.g. , what I am asking for, that was 
probably accident, routine, or a lower-level decision, rather than Clark's 
intent. Nonetheless, we could be in for an interesting seexessex discussion. 

You may have sax sent me that the JD told you on this, but I don't recall it; 
ijbc if you can remember the reference (by date) I can check my files. Otherwise 

1 can wait until they respond to me. 

I made some revisions in ay latest (and last) appeal to Mitchell on the 
basis of your comments; I disagreed with some of what you said but carefully 
considered all of it. The version I sent is enclosed. 

All the stuff you have sent on the Gravel note is quite interesting. I 
would not really say that I think it is not serious. I personally would not 
be inclined to spend my time on it, but the writer may well have been quite 
serious. I repeat my earlier suggestion, that this might have been taken in 
part from a published crossword puzzle, and that the editors of a few journals 
(Saturday Review, N.Y.T.) might be in a position to recognize some of the clues. 

If it can be done discreetly, I think key they should be asked. 

1 sent you earlier the first page of the BJ 10/l/70 memo on "5-year review." 

You asked about the contents of that memo re CD 75, the Ferrie pages. I don't 
have any additional pages. If you want, I can put that on my next Archives 
order, or you can get it yourself. I expect that the pages 22 listed in that 
memo are just what was released. 

Your 7/23 to Howard and Rhoads: I see the significance of the eferfewsmftirawx 
destruction of evidence, of course, but not of the particular evidence destroyed. 
Perhaps you told me some time ago and I have forgotten. I would appreciate if 
you could summarize it very briefly. 

You commented on the Stern draft which I sent. The revised version, as sent 
to Hoover, is in my big non-CD file, #411,9. The questions as sent and the 
replies are CE 833. 

Knowing how busy you are, I'm keeping my responses to things like your questions 
on the CD’s very brief, unless I have something solid to add. I'll make use of 
your questions if yow I do any further research, of course. No time now. 

I have to push a bit on my thesis now. The end of the year is an absolute 
deadline . Then I ' 11 decide if I want to put in some full-time work on the case , 

2 Right know doing a book sounds like a relatively good idea. I don't want to 
complete directly with your AO, however. Since I have given you just about 
everything I have, and we have discussed this so much, there would naturally be 
overlap, but there is certainly enough for two complementary studies of the same 
stuff. My present conception would be something like 'The Oswald Papers . " The 
'centerpiece" would be the Stem draft which I found , much as yours is the secret 
ex. sess. The draft leads in two directions - the substantive content of the FBI 
files, esp, on Oswald as an agent; my requests for them; detailed analysis of 

what we have; and on the other hand the question of how the Commission got sidetracked, 
how it worked in general, told through its working papers. Then I would 

add a discussion of other specific questions, e.g. other files on Oswald, and of 
'historical' questions - Eobby and LBJ, Cuban scenarios, etc. I would take the time 
for more Archives work and whatever interviews I could do. Let me mow how you 
would feel if I undertook this je project starting next year. (The other competing 



book, Lif ton ' s , is so unlikely to materialize now that I should not worry 
about it, but from what I know of his interests it a would not be directly 
competitive in terns or areas of investigative interest, although we have 
common interpretations of the nature of the Commission's work. 

I don’t really know what priority AO has for you know, compared to 
all your other work. One possibility that might be worth considering is 
some sort of joint ffaw - fc effort where you would concentrate on your 
personal investigations in N.O. ; this might result: in two separate studies 
or perhaps a joint publication. Miat is your reaction? What has become of 
the prospects you mentioned earlier for a publisher ' s interest in your work 
on this subject? 

I tend to feel that I should write up what I have with the idea that if 
I can get it published, fine, but if not, a private or 'vanity press' ss printing 
would st ill reach the misszk audience I would be aiming for. 

I haven't heard anything from JUS for about 7 weeks now. 1 assume he 
got the carbon of the 2 chapters of AO and will return them to you as soon 
as he can. I'm still sending him copies of my work. 

I assume you have seen the Cook aKfedbabacig article in the ilation. There 
is also a less bad than usual piece in this months Computers and Automation. 

It relates the cutting of the Leonard review re the JG books in the NTT with 
the charges made in connection with the Otepka case about RFK's ”new Team" 
infiltrating, among others, the Times. You sent me some stuff on that long ago. 

I'm enclosing my latest Archives order; forward the indicated pages to 
JNS after taking what you want, as before. I have enclosed an extra copy of 
the first Goulden interview for you to keep. You can see from my letter to 
the Archives that it was really quite easy to get. 

Also enclosed; ny today's letter to Jim L. 

Sincerely, 


cc~ 



